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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF UTAH 
RICHARD WILLIAM VERHOEF and 
DELORES A. VERHOEF, husband 
and wife, JACK MICHAEL DEALBA 
and EMMA DEALBA, husband and 
wife, 
Supreme Court No. 20,19 7 
Plaintiffs-Appellants. 
vs. 
GERARD R. ASTON and SHARON 
L. ASTON, husband and wife, 
et.al., 
Defendants-Respondents. 
REPLY TO RESPONDENT'S BRIEF 
An understanding of this case is best summarized by the 
Appellantfs SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS, page 4 of BRIEF OF APPELLANT. 
The Brief of Respondent filed herein, POINT I, does not focus 
upon the important issue of this case. Appellants Summary of 
Arguments No. 1 is the focal point of the whole case. That is 
that there was TEN THOUSAND ($10,000.00) DOLLARS lost somewhere. 
That somewhere was that judgment was rendered in the amount of 
TEN THOUSAND ($10,000.00) DOLLARS too much. SUMMARY OF ARGUMENTS 
No. 2 states the position that there was UNJUST ENRICHMENT in 
the amount of TEN THOUSAND ($10,000.00) DOLLARS. This result 
occurred in the lower court for the reason that it used ONLY 
the Uniform Real Estate Contract, Plaintiffs Exhibit 2 of Appel-
lants Brief, as the basis for its decision. Respondents, on 
page 7 of their Brief state, "Under Reial Estate Contract, Plain-
tiffs were required to refinance the entire unpaid balance on or 
before December 1, 19 82.". As stated in Appellants Brief, if 
you use all of the Documents, as required by the case law cited 
in Appellants Brief, then you realize that there was a $10,000.00 
dollar unjust enrichment. It was for this reason that the contract 
was not "refinanced"; they were asking TEN THOUSAND ($10,000.00) 
DOLLARS too much. Not withstanding, whether it was refinanced 
or not is of no matter; the truth of the fact is that the judg-
ment was entered for approximately TEN THOUSAND ($10,000.00) DOL-
LARS too much. (See Exhibit A attached hereto, EIGHTH CAUSE OF 
ACTION, UNJUST ENRICHMENT of AMENDED COMPLAINT filed herein.) 
Appellant cites no further case law for the reason that 
none is needed. No case law is needed when you construe all the 
documents together; the judgment was for TEN THOUSAND ($10,000.00) 
DOLLARS too much. 
POINT II (Respondents Brief) 
THE AMENDMENT TO THE PLEADINGS WAS WITHIN THE SOUND DISCRE-
TION OF THE TRIAL COURT, 
(page 7, Respondents Brief). 
In reply, Appellant republishes its page Z and page 9 of 
Appellants Brief. 
CONCLUSION 
For the reasons cited herein the Court should rule that the 
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Uniform Real Estate Contract identified and received as Plaintiffs 
Exhibit 2, is unclear, ambigous, is not binding between the 
parties and that the Court remand the case to the District Court 
for farther proceedings, with the instruction that the Court con-
sider all of the terms and contents of Plaintiffs Exhibit 1, 2, 
3, and 7 and that all of them should be considered as part of the 
same transaction and one contract. 
If the intent is ambiguous still, then parol evidence may 
be admitted, and rules of construction may be invoked to declare 
the intention of the parties. 
FURTHER, that any further cause of action, in the Case, shall 
not include the counter-defendants, JACK MICHAEL DEALBA and 
EMMA DEALBA. 
DATED this <£? day of May, 1985. 
RESPECTFULLY SUB*£ETTED, 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that I mailed on the / / day of May, 19 85, 
ten true and correct copies of the REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANTS to 
the Supreme Court and four true and correct copies of the same 
were mailed, postage prepaid, to BRIAN HARRIS ON, ^Jlfe-feoxney at 
Law, 290 West Center, Provo, 
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52. Defendants Astons have been paid in full their entire equity in 
the subject property, which equity was the difference between the sale price 
of $78,000.00 and the mortgage on the property at the time of sale of approx-
imately $68,000.00. 
53. Plaintiffs are therefore entitled to an order of this Court 
and a judgment requiring the Defendants Astons to execute and deliver to the 
Plaintiffs a Warranty Deed conveying all right, title, and interest in the pro-
perty to the Plaintiffs subject to a balance due American Savings in the ap-
proximate amount of $58,000.00, or such amount as is proved at trial. 
54. Plaintiffs are entitled to such other and further relief and 
such orders and judgments of the Court as will effect the credit to the 
Plaintiffs of a $20,000.00 down payment toward the $78,000.00 purchase price 
of the property. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray judgment against the Defendants as set 
forth at the end of this Complaint. 
EIGHTH CAUSE OF ACTION 
UNJUST ENRICHMENTS 
55. Plaintiffs refer to and incorporate by reference herein Para-
graphs 1 through 54 of Plaintiffs* First, Second, Third, Fourth, Fifth, 
Sixth and Seventh Causes of Action as if fully pleaded herein. 
56. Under the terms of the agreement existing between Plaintiffs 
and Defendants Aston, the Plaintiffs were obligated to pay the additional prin-
ciple balance of $58,000.00 as of December \ 1980 with monthly payments of 
* 
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$485,00 per month until December lt 1982 when the entire remaining balance 
would become due and payable. 
57. As of December 1, 1982 the remaining balance due on the under-
lying mortgage payable to American Savings and Loan and which is the obligation 
of the Defendants Aston but which is secured by the subject real property 
was in the approximate amount of $68,000.00. 
58. By reason of the foregoing, and in order to protect their interest 
in the subject real property, the Plaintiffs will fye required to satisfy the 
obligation in favor of American Savings and Loan Association which obligation 
exceeds the remaining balance due and owing in favor of the Defendants Aston 
from the Plaintiffs in an amount which will be proven at trial, but which the 
Plaintiffs presently believe to be in excess of $10,000*00. 
49. By reason of the foregoing, the Defendants Aston have been un-
justly enriched in an amount which will be proven at trial but which Plaintiffs 
presently believe to be in excess of $10,000.00. 
WHEREFORE, Plaintiffs pray judgment and for the following relief 
against the Defendants. 
1. That Defendants be temporarily enjoined as follows: 
a. The immediate deposit by Zions Title and Dale Hallock 
of all remaining funds in their possession over into the 
Court's possession, to be held by the Court until this 
matter is heard on its merits. 
b. For an order restraining and enjoining Dale Hallock 
and Zions Title from acting as escrow agents during the 
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and purchase of this property, and further enjoining 
the Astons from filing any documents or taking any 
action which would in any way cloud the title to the 
property which is the subject matter of this action 
and the contracts referred to herein. 
2. That a preliminary injunction issue against Defendants embodying 
the same terms and conditions as in the temporary restraining order, and 
that said preliminary injunction issue pursuant to normal procedural require-
ments until a trial in this action is had. 
3« That Contract //2 and it's accompanying escrow instructions be 
reformed to embody the actual agreement between the parties as shall be 
proved at the time of trial and as indicated by the contents of Contract //I. 
4. That upon the Court issuing an Order declaring the Contract 
//2 and escrow instructions reformed, pursuant to the actual agreement between 
the parties, that the Court then enforce the terms of the contract and require 
the parties to comply therewith in specific performance to the actual agree-
ment terras. 
5. That an order of the Court issue against the Defendants jointly 
and severally requiring them to pay all sums determined by the Court to be due 
and owing to the Plaintiffs or for the Plaintiffs' benefit including a $10,000-00 
reduction of the mortgage at American Savings, plus such other additional sums 
as will put the Plaintiffs in the position they would have been in if the 
contract had been properly drafted and followed from its inception, together 
with other consequential damages and other relief determined by the Court and 
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awarded to the Plaintiffs to compenate them for all injuries sustained as a 
result of Defendants' negligent or wanton and willful conduct. 
6. That Plaintiffs be awarded all costs, expenses, and attorney's 
fees for the prosecution of this action against Defendants. 
7. That all monies presently being held by Dale Hallock and Zions 
Title be ordered paid into the Court and if not so ordered to be held, 
without disbursement, until this action is heard on its merits and then paid 
to the Plaintiffs in partial satisfaction of the judgment against Defendants. 
8. That the Plaintiffs be awarded a judgment against the Defendants 
Aston for unjust enrichment in an amount which will be proven at trial. 
9. That the Plaintiffs be awarded a judgment against the Defendants 
Hallock, Brown and Zions Title for compensatory damages in an amount to be 
proven at trial. 
10. That the Plaintiffs be awarded exemplary or punitive damages 
against the Defendants jointly or severally or against those Defendants as 
determined by the Court in amounts to be determined by the Court at the time 
of trial, but which are believed to be justified in the amount in excess of 
$20,000.00. 
11. That all monies required of Defendants Astons or other Defen-
dants to be paid during the pendancy of this action be assessed against those 
said Defendants at the conclusion of this action as costs to be born by those 
Defendants as a result of their own conduct as such will be determined by the 
Court. 
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